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GENERAL COMMENTS 

1) DOJ3WO memorandum ERD:RKT:13648 dated December 7,1993 requested 
that we not initiate RWEU activities at active W s  in OU 9 until. use of the tanks 
is disconthded. Therefore, we request that EGRcG verify that those tanks 
included in TM-J. for Phase I RWRI activity are indeed inactive tanks. Tanks 
that are currently active should be accurately identified in Table 1-1. No further 
expX+nuon is necessary in the TM except to state that these active tanks will be 
inveshgated when they become inactive in the future, 

OU 9 tanks that have gone through R C W C f W A  closure in the; past should be 
clearly identified in the TM. ReIavent informadm to the Phase 1 Rn/RI should 
be rovided as an appendiix to the m. In addition, since closure may not have 

P h w  I RI.'IURT activities will be necessary. Thcse activities should be includ 

2) 

ad f ressed radionuclides and all iehvent chemical contaminants, it i s  likely 

wdl be occepte i! (see 2nd par., page 13 of 27). 

Agency. Thus, EG&G E RM needs to be in the driver's seat for these OU-9 tanks- 

inAt.hO TM if ap ropriate. No tentative or unclear statements regarding 

3) OU 9 tanks should not be closed under the the RIiP RCRA Part B Permit outsids 
of the Interagency Agreement (IA) process for CERCLA/RCRA/CKtVA. Their 
inclusion in the IA requires closure to be cmsis tmt  with the Part B Permit, but 
under the direcolon of D O W O  and EG&G Envuonmental Restoration 
personnel with the full zuticipation of the U.S. Environrnenhl Protection 

It should be verified lhat past activities at Tank T-27 cover all the potential 
contaminants, xf it is not vue, Phase I RFVRI activities should be expanded as 
appropriate, la addition, verify that all revious investigation results have 
been included in the Appendices (incluing field and Moratory procedures). 

4) 

t 
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Date: 
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Document Preparer: 

1 

Para No. Comment Disposition 

2.2 The site walk should have identified any obvious signs 
of contaminadon from leaks of operations associated with 
the tanks. This information would be important in locating 
surface soUsoil boring sample Sites. 

location& Table 7.4 of the OU9 work plan indicates that 
the only outside tank at T-3 is an aboveground tank I 
DreSume that the site wdk identified B tank tbat was not 

2.2 The text indicates chat 2 tanks are present at the T-3 

1 included m the work plan. I 
lUse lower case “e” for HPGe in 5th sentence of lst[ . .  

paragraph. 
Incidental Water Sampling is not indicated in the. work plan 
far tank investigations (work plan section 7.3.2 - Tank 
Investigation). Incidental water W ~ l l  be sampled if 
enconntered in test pits according to the second paragraph‘ 
of work plan section 7-2.1, but this refers to test pits 
asswiated with pipeline investigations. The next sentence 
in this paragraph discusses tank investigations and does 
not indicate incidental water sampling. I recommend 
incidental water sampling if water is encountered even 
though it is not covered in the a?proved work plan. 
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Document Reviewed (Title, Number, Revision, Date, etc.) I Reviewer: 1. R. Bud 1 Agreement wirh D i s w o n s :  I 

(axtion 7.3.2 & >pe&kally 7.3.2.1- - ha 
to grab samples u e n  from it @ i n s b e  at the 

sixface at soil bosing locations. I didn't find any other/ 
refmce to surface soil sampling in the wM31 plan for tank L 

investigations. This section should apply onIy to surface 
soil samples associated with soil bocings. 
colkcting compcssite soil samples to determine if 
c o n t a m ~ o n  is present will lead to multiple additional 
samples even if only low levels of contamination are 
found. We would be better off tanking grab samples at 
locations that have surface evidence of a spill such as 
staining or radiation If no evidence of a spill is found, 
collect one sample at a likely place for spills such as rit the 
frll point or at the connection to the outlet pipeline. 
If former underground storage tanks were enclosed within 
a concrete vaulL soil samples from along the center lines of 

*I 

Ehe former tank locations will be of probable clean backhll. I 

I 

opportunity along tbe outside perimeter of th vaults at the 
depth of the bottom of the vaulr, T-1 was removed but I 
documentation does not indicate if a vault was present. 1 

I &?e: I 
1 Revieweas I I Date: Phone: ~8252 

I Qgan*mtim: EWRFO 1 Docment Preparer: 
Surface Soil Samling  is confined by the work danl 

, 
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8 

-9 

1 Date: Phone: ~32.52 

inconikntly shown I'n the work plan. "he work plan text 
indicates that the sample will be taken at 1 to 3 feet below 
the bottom of the tank for underground tanks (second 
hnet under of B m  in 7.3.21) but figure 7- 
6 of the w o r k m i c a t t x  thac the borings will be taken 
at 1 foot below the bottom of the underground tanks TM1 
does not resolve this inconsistency. It references the figure 
and quotes the text fram the work plm. I r e ~ ~ m m e n d  tbat 
the text be altered to reflect thhe more restrictive case of 
Figore 7-6 because it3 generally best to sample ILS near as 

!able 7-6 gives several examples of different tank, 
bedrock, and water table relationships for soil sampling 
configurations. The first example shows the water table 
above the bottom of the W. In this caSe a soil sample is 
taken from rhe satmaled zcm one foot below the bottom of 
tbe tank as well as at the warn table. Tbe satorated zone 
soil sample will not tru$ represent the mi! character' 
because it will be impacted by potential groundwater 
contmhatiun. A better approach would be to coUect  only 
groundwater samples in the saturated zone. Collect 
saturated zone soil samples only if contamiaants may be 
present as SOIids in the saturated zone. Section 3.1.7 of 
this TM addresses the groundwater issue by indicating 
HydroPunch or equivalent groundwater sampfing 
techniques in boreholes that encounter saturatian. Specify 
saturated soil sampling only if solid contaminants are 

L 

ossible to the point of the pokntid release, 

33Page 3 of 
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Date: Phone: x8252 

Agree3nent with Dispositions: 
D&: 
Reviewer: 

Sampling in areas where previous sampling indicates ~ 

conramination is indicated as a grab sample at the slrrface 
and a composite of 2-foot samples to the water table, base 
of tank, or bedrock, whichever is encountered first This 
sampling ie not covereC in the work plan and should be 
included with the investigation of extent The extent 
investigations will be covered in a later TM that discusses 
the Stage 2 investigation as specified in Section 1.2 of this 
TM. 
A soil sample is indicated at the former T- 1 locations from 
tbeunsahnatedzone, Thissamplewiilinalltikelyhoodbe 
from backfill along the former tank caterline at a depth of 
2 feet What are the goals for this sample? None of the:  
potenlid contaminants are light NAPLs. The most likely 
plme to frnd contarninants will be in the groundwater at a 

, depth equivalent to the bottom of the former tank dung the 
’ former tank centerline. A soil or “old” backfill sample 
even in the saturated zone at the point of release is a likeJy 

00 
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. .  
place to look ifthe contaminants might have been emplaced ! 
as the solid portion of a slurry. 
The last paragraph lists “semi-volatiles/polychlonnated 
biphenyls”. They are separate analyses and shouId be 
listed separately and not combined with a slash even 
though they are apparently behg colIected in the Same 
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Iwte: Phone: x8252 

Agreement with Dispositions; I 
Date: 
Reviewer: 
DocumentPreparer: . .  13 Tbe priority of groundwater parameter sampling in case of -E 

1 
14 E 

activity. 
These sections d&be inactive tanks ("'-8 MI 3.2.4 and T- 
9 & 10 in 3.25) that are aow part of the plenum deluge 
catch tank system for retention of potentially contaminated 
fire water. These tanks are included in the RFVRl 
investigation according to lhe OU9 work plan 2.2.3.3 third 
bullet. The investigation of these tanks will not 
be undertaken in the RFURI study as indicated in 
correspondence since the work plan approval. 

. .  
3-23 

limi&d a d a b k  sample V O i i m  lists alpna spectnun frst 
yet Table 5-2 d m  not provide a volume (or other 
information) for this analyte. The priority of sampling 
should be based not only on the importance of the analytes 
but also on tbe volume of smple #ed. If the volume 
of water available is insuffcient for the most important 
analyte then those with lowervolurne requirements should 
be sampled first. I t  is always a good idea to sample for 
VOCs first because they are typically important, require a 
low volume, and may be volatilized by tbe sampling 

55Page 5 of 



Docurneat Reviewed (Title, Number, Revision, Date, ea.} Reviewer: J. R Bud 

now in preparation als~ lists the appropriate interactions. 
h i s  section discusses active tanks that will not be 
hveStigated as part of this R W .  TM Table 1-1 hts d1 
the tanks in OU9 and their current status. It identifies 
active tanks and should also specify that these tanks will be 
dropped from further consideration in this TM. No further 
mention of these tanks then needs be made. 

Date: Phone: x8252 
Organization: ER/RFO 

. 
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Date: Phone: x8252 
Organization: E m 0  

bocurnent Reviewed (Title, Number, Revision, Date, etc.) 1 Reviewer: I. R. Bud 1 Agreement withDispositiow. 
Date. 
Reviewer: 
Document Repam 

5"ne text indicates tbat these 2 tanks were closed in 
compliance with RCRA perhaps in 1989. If closed under 
an approved closure plan, no additional work is nece~~ary  
unless tbe tanks are listed in the IAG and radionuclides are 
involved. Check status of these 2 tails. 
The text discusses the investigation at tbe former locations 
of tanlcs "-15 and 17. Tanks at these 2 Iucations have been 
=moved and the excavations presumably backfilled. The 
contaminated soil that was removed was stockpiled 
elpewbere and is Wing investigated under dierent OUS. 
The T-15 and 17 locations are being investigated 
concumatly with fk T-14 and 16 sites. The H p G e  
survey p r p d  for the T-14 & 16 site (Figure 3-5) may 
not be su cient for the T-15 & 17 sib. Please make sure 
lhat the survey that will Ire conduc?ed is sufficient €or the 

Similar comments to those in Comment 15 regarding 
confirsing wording ~ l a t i v e  to the number of borings to be 

T-15 & 17 site. 

h 
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DaE: 
Reviewer: 
Document Prepare r: 

E Tank T-27, an above ground tank, was aDParentlv' 
removed aft& a wet spot was observed on the c&rete pa 
under the tank This TM indicam only an HPGe survey in 
the viciniky. Analyses of 3 soil samples for uranium 
isotopes was conductf!d on 3 samples collected on 2 sides 

the soil L similar to some Rocky Flats reference soil 
(Appendix D). The T-27 tank reqeived wastes from the T- 
21 and 22 tanks. They received a broader spectrum of 
matetials than uranium. It i s  doubtful that no furher soil 
sampliigatthe site can bebasedon the IesSs presented in 
Appendix D. The unknwvns expressed in Appendix D 
concerning the source of the reference soiL the possibility 
far other constituents in tbe T-27 tank liquids, and the 
sample 1oc:at;ions which are on only 2 sides of the T-27 pad 
m criticaI. The m p l e  locations proposed for T-21& 22 
which are adjacent to Lhe T-27 pad generally replicate the 
uramium hotope sample locations described in Appendix 
D. Additional samples should be taken for appropriate 
analytes (as described in section 3-29 for T-21 & 22) on 
the previously unsampled sides of th T-27 pad. 

of the T-27 pad. The mults Of these ~ & Y S ~ S  indicate that 

I 
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9 Date: Phone x8252 Reviewer; 

fie Field Procedures text relies bea~i ly  on EMD OPs. 
Many of these OPs have numerous Document Change 
Notices @CN) and some OPs have DCNs that are 
estricted in scope to specific 0th. Xn some cases the 
number of DCNs is excessive as observed in Formal Audit 
93-QA-LI-004 or may violate the Site-Wide QAPjP 
concernin DCNs with scope limited to specific OUs. The 

the audit indicates that OR will be revised accordingly 
(Issue 3c of Attachment A to Busby’s response). The 
revisions have probably not been completed and no 

Please ass= that a l l  referenced OPs as necessarg are 
mvised according to the December 2 response. This is 
necessary to assure successful execution of the work 
proposed in this TM. 

response f rom W. S. Busby dated December 2, 1993 to 

schedule for revhioris is included in the Busby letter. 
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